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Abstract
The major finding of this study was a significant shift
in tymes of sources of information alout marihuana re-
ported as ve nrogressed from elementaryv to secondary
schocls in interviews with 300 randomly selected Sth,

7th and 1l1lth grade students.

Fifth- rade students receive much cf their infoimatiorn

from socially apnroved sources (e.. . parents, TV), seventh
graders appear to be in a transition stage between the
sources usually used as vehicles for socially apnroved
information and the "»rivate" sourées {e.g. friends)

used by 1llth grade students.

riost immortant was the indicaticn that students may be
largely unaware of the personal influence process which

ceems to surround decisions to use marihuana.

A description of the diffusion-adoption of marihuana
through various information sources at different ages
is discussed. Suggestionz for future experimental research

2nd drug abhuse programs are included.
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Number and Title of Project.

RO3 s 20595 (6/71-7/72Z) WAYS YOUTH RECEIVE

INFORMATION ABOUT HARIHUANA

Project Chjectives.

a. The Problem. 1In 197} the Federal Communica-

tions Commission limited the perrogatives of the
Broadcasting Industry in program material which

delt wvith drug abuse. The Commission was presum-

2bly reacting to social concern that program
material such as contemporary music was encouraging
the use of illegal drugs among young people.
Implicit in the act;on of the Commission was the
assumpticn that the mass media contributed to the
abuse of drugs by youth and that by reétricting the

media drug abuse would be somehow diminished.

‘‘he research activity reported here grew from a
discussion between the principal investigators
concerning the wvalidity of this assumption. Our

search of ;'elevant social ccl=nce recearch turnad

up very iittle usetul evidonc: ¢ confirm oo drny

: 6




the role of the mass media in influencing deci-

sions to use illegal drugs.

“his problem is part of a larger question; how is
illegal information disseminated in society?
Previous social science research and theory has
dealt with the dissemination of "innovations" which
have been defined as useful and novel change which
leads to a "better way" (c.f. Rogers, 1962).
Examp1e§ of the inncvations considered in such re-
search are the use of corn hybrids by farmers and
the change to assembly line brodﬁction techniques
in industry. We were left with the knowledge that
increasing numbers of young people were deciding to
use illegai drugs such as marihuana and that their
awareness of the drug and its properties must have
resulted from some dissemination process. 7%he
questions we asked ourselves were: "How do young
people receive information about drugs?" und
"Does the dissemination of information about drugs
to young people follow similar channels as the
dissemination of information about innovations to

the society as & whole?".

Frevicus research ¢un the disscminaticn of innova-

t:ive practices in zociety hac als:- been coiicecnad




with the ways people decide to accept or reject an

innovation. 1In this framework we were specifically

interested in determining which sources of informa-

‘tion were influential in a young person's decision

to use or reject the use of marihuana. Evidence
from polls (e.g. Gallup, 1972) indicates that the
use of this drug has increased dramatically among
young people over the past 5 to 8 years. ‘he
Success of efforts to supply information about
marihuana to young people  depend, in great part,
on valid sources of knowledge about the sources of

information and influence they commonly select.

Rogers (1962) identifies five steps in the process
of disseminating an idea and assignes each to a
position in a linear sequence. Awareness, the
first stage, implies that one is exposed to the
innovatien but lacks adequate or comprehensive
inférmation about the new practice. In the second
or interest stage, an individual seeks information
to £il1 out his conception of the innovative be-
havior. The evaluztion stage follows information
search and leads to either rejection or trial
adaption. pDuring the trial stage, the person tests

his reactions to actual experience with the innova-

tion and {:; .. finds it beneficial moves into “he

s 8




A cption :tage, :hat is, a decision is made to

Continue practicing the innovative behavior.

Becker (1963) maintains that initially one comes

in contact with marihuana by chance and experiments
out of curiosity. It would appear thkat "chance
contact" and the "uxperiment out of curiosity"
notions need further elaboration. Katz and
Lazarsfield (1964) sﬁggest that an intricate net-

work of interpersonal and mass media communication

Channels exist to provide contact with informa~-
tion about social and personal behaviors. Tt
would seem that at various stages in experience
with marihuana one or both types of communication
might;be'éfféétive in sﬁpplying information or
reinfdrcing behaviors, although present speculation

and research data conflict.

The results of research indicates that users of
marihuana are influenced more by interpersonal
influences. Goode (1969) found that 73% of those
who had tried marihuana had their first experience
with at least one.individual who had already used
the érug. Similarily, ichaps and Saund~rs (3970)
Yound that in 3% ¢t of 38 sti’ac 3 newlied, the

-irst experience with muritusna wis with at irst

9




one close friend who provided him with information
on techniques of use and information to help ident:fk
fy and enjoy tie effects. Philiips (1970) found
that 99% of those individuals who had tried mari-
nuana had friends who also had used. -‘nly 69% of

' those who had decided not to try had friends who had
used the drug. Grinspoon (1971) argues that mari- _
huana users are influenced and reinforced by peer
group members. In turn, .1e suggests, the use of
marihuana tends to strengthen group identity and

boundries.

A mor® pawular view suggests that marihuana use
can be attributed, in part, to the influence of
various contemporary mass media fare such as
television, movies, dooks, magazines and especial-
ly "popular" music. ‘“here is a lack of research -
evidence to directly support the view that these
impersonal sources of information lead to mari-
mana use although a recent review of television
research by Atkin et al. (1971) indicates that
social behaviors can be learned by television

viewing.

Acceptance of an information source may depend on

two primary factors: first, the age of the young

(&)
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person and seccnd, the prestige and saliency of the

information source.

Gessell et al. (1956) describes the fifth- rade

child as generally holding deep respect for teachers

and parents. Garrison (1965) found that mass media

was also very important to children from an early

age.

As children grow older, however, thgre is an
observable tendency to move away from parents and
the adult world in general. Adolescents froml 12
to 16 are more easily influenced by non-pérental,
non-adult information sou.rces (Strong, 1967) and
the amount of time they spend with mass média
generally diminishes (Ilg and Amen, 1966).
Gessell et al. (1956) found that at age 12 boys
and girls are very interested in knowing how
thei\r peers think and feel. The 12 year old de-

mands less parental and teacher guidance and

becomes more admiring cf friends and older siblings

than the 10 year old. This tendency increases in
strength throughout adolescence (Burke, 1970).

As the adolescent switches from paréntal to peer
influence, there is a tendency to chall'ange all

"established" authority or control sources

6
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(Garrison, 1265). bBurke (1¢70) suggests that

the nopular adolescent wish to "...do my own
thing” expresses the need to exchange the socially
approved control sources important at younger

ages for the less established influences of

peers and certain mass media.

Tapy and Kohlberg (1971) in a discussion
of the development of a sense of justice in voung

people provide a useful definition of control

- gsources. They suggest that vehicles of control

provide “...active support of the...rules or
authority in a society." (pn. 69). Control sources
generally provide a single alternative as a
solution reflecting status quo rules or authority.
Moncontrol sources, on the other hand, would gener-
ally provide either one or many "son authority"

alternatives.

Also important is a gradual development of more
self-reliance with increasing age. Patel and
Gordon (1960) found that 5th and 7th grade
children were more dependent on others for
decisions and value judgements whereas llth and

12th grade subjects were more independent of

others in +hair decision making. Rogers (1962)

T 12




guggests that interpersonal information, which incluces

the subject's own experience with an innovation, may

be important in the diffusion-idoption process but he

notes that this has seldom been investigated.

From the research discussed above, it appears that

a number of dimensjons are impcrtant in a study of

the sources of information that effect young pecnle’s

behavior with marihuana:

The diffusion and adoption of marihuana
information and bhehaviors may follow a

five stage orocess: 1. awareness;

‘2. interest; 3. evaluation; 4. crial;

5. adoption

The sources of information about marihuana
can usefully be divided into personal
(peer, parent, teacher, &tc.) and imperson-

al (mass media) sources.

Iﬁformation sources can be further sub-
éivided into control (socially anproved,
generally advucates one alternative), non-
con:crol (advocates more than one alternative)

an?® intrapsrsonal {experimental) sources.

13
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- The following hynothesis will be tested:

Sources of information ahout marihuana change
with age. Oléer subjects nmight be exnectad to
select a) a greater variety of sources,

b) more noncontrol and experience sources and

C) more personai than impersonal sources.

In addition, the stages of diffusion-ndopticn
of innovation descrilled by Rogers (1962) will
be investigated. Specifically, we will describe
the frequency of source use at each of the five
stages (l. awareness, 2. interest, 3. evalua-
tion, 4. trial and 5. adoption) and describe the
relative influence of the control and personal
nature of sourcas on subject's at three age

levels (5th, 7th, and 1llth grade) at each stage.

C. Revisions in the original objectives. There
were no revisionﬁlin the proposed objectives
vhich eliminateadéﬁy vromised area or nrocedure
of investigation. After the grant was awarded
it was detcrmined that additional data could be
collected wﬁich woulé improve the utility of the

study. These additions weve made 2nd arze reponTep.

w

14




3. Project iction.

(a) Subjects. A random saﬁple of 130 5th, 130
7th and 130 llth grade students was drawn from
the total population of three schools within the
Sacramento, talifornia metropolitan area. The
parents of these students were advised by letter
that their child had been selected for partici-
pation in a study of attitudes towards drugs
and that children would be withdrawn from the
study if they wished (sce Apnendix A, Permis-
sion Letter). Seven subjects were withdrawm
by narents (3 5th, 2 7th and 2 llth graders).
Nine of the 390 had moved and could not he

located.

Subjects narticipated without pay and were
given the opportunity to withdraw from the
study which resulted in one refusal. A 7th
grade student who appeared highly anxious
withdrew because, he stated, a friend had
taken an overdose of a narcotic the grevious
week. On the days the ¢ata was collected 4

St graders, 5 7th graders and 16 1llth graders

“com the sample of 390 werec absent. (See

table 1 for a.summarv of subiect attritic~.!




Table 1

Source of attrition of _
original experimental ponulation

Grade 5 7 11

, Driginal Sample 130 130 130
Parents withdrew -3 ~2 -2 ,

’ Subjects withdrew 0 -1 0
Subjects had moved -4 -3 -2
Sukjects absent -4 -5 -16

, Bxperimental Subjects ~100 -100 ~-i09

| Reserve Subjects 19 19 10

One hundred subjects from each grade level were
subsequently chosen for participation in the study.
The 48 surplus subjects were not used to protect
the subjects who participated. Anonimity vas an
important factor and the planned reserve cf unused
subjects allowed every subject the nossibility of
claiming nonparticipation since the nermission letter
list included names of all subjects. Only the
‘research assistant knew the names of subjects in the
final experimental sample and all»lists of subject':
! | names were destroyed immediately following data

collection.

The 370 experimental subjects selected at random

consicied =7 144 females aund 156 ‘males. The school

Gastzizt povticipating in “his study serves about




50,000 primary and secondary students from ®»redowinant-

.y middle class homes. Aall subjects were white
caucasions which is representative of the nopulaticn
in this district. The 1970 census renorts that there
; : are less than 4% non-white residents in this district
with orientals compromising the largest minority

groun (Bureau of the Census, 1971).

(b) Drugs investigatzd. This studv focused on
o'

marihuana although some attempt was made to
determine the number of different drugs subjects

coulé name.

9,

(c) Type of research. The research is best classi-

fied as human psycho-sociological.

n

ubjacts were asked to descrilbe the physical and/
or psychological, positive and negative reinforce-

ments received from marihuana use.

(d) ilethods; (1) The Interviews. Subjecis viere

interviewed singly in schools. Aali intervieus

with subjects from a narticular grade were conduct-

ed ¢+ the same day to prevent contamination by
comptiaiceinn haktween intcoviewed and un-

intervieved subjects, - Lach subject was inloraed

i 19
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T

of the stuay through the narental permission
letter but were unaware of the specific time
of the interview until they individually were
called from classrooms. Interview lengths

- 3 varied from 10 to 40 minutes. -

(2) The Interview Schedule. Apnendix 3, (The

o

Interview Schedule) contains the guestions used

by interviéﬁers to obtain information from sul -
jects. Questions were nresented verbally to

subjects by interviewers who were encouraged tc
remain faithful to the wording of each question.
Except where subjects useé slang terms foo axrnss
‘and interviewers repeated the term, all subjects

received all appropriate questions.

(;.estions (Q's) 1, 2, and 3 were Jesigncd to
' ¢.:termine whether subjects were aware of mari-
ﬂ huana. If subjects apneared unavare the
interviawers engaged the subject (S} to deteimina
. ather he .r she was being =vacive. Unaware

I wexitced t.e interview at this noint.

.4 ¢.. 5. xed for s:.rece of information.

~<h: -, . 8, 9 ané .0 v attaupted *to

o

determine whether interest in marihuana exi tel

FRIC - 18
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[
b

and. veol. ts 11, 22, L3, e, M3, 1%, an

sougiit to determine whether evaluation had
occurred and to describe the source(s) of
information used in this process. Q's 1§, .19,
0, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, ind 26 focusaed on tha
’ ' trial stage. Sources of influence were ob-
tained for those who decided not to try mari-

huana. Q's 27 aad 28 sought influence sources

WD

from those who repnorted a trial, s 20, 30

and 31 conceined -decisions to adopt or cont:inue .

using marihuana for those who had tried the drug.

"a suxwy of drug use", D) that they had the
right to withdraw from the survey at aany »noint
and if they chose %o withdraw their interview
vwmlé@ He dastroyed, c¢) their answers would be
xept in complete confidence and d) that they
would have an oppertunity to see the way theixr
znswers were recorded aftex the interview was
i.ncluiad., In addition, :ubjects were asked

not tn discuss the interview with other students

©utll he o d of the day.

Cip Eae i-ocvviewers. Expisimentors made a

>

19
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decision to em)yloy female interviewers under
the untested aesumption that subjects might
not be as suspicious that these interviewers
were narcotics agents or other potentially
feared authority figures. Ten females with
Prior interviewing and or counseling exper-
ience were employed. All were students in the
School of Social Work at the California State
University, Sacramento. Interviewvers

vere paid $2.00 per interview. All inter-
viewers received one week of intensive train-
ing in three major areas: 1) Drugs and drug
use; 2) The arT of interviewing young peovle;
3) The administration of the interview
schedule, including agreements on the ccding
of ambiguous re5ponsee, cues which aid in
determining the voracity of subiect responses
and interview practice through role plaving.
Interviewers vere not informed of the

hypothesis or the goals of the research.

{4) Categrries of Sources. It was decided thai:
four cate.gories of sources would be most useful

in this study:

20




Control sources wuich were exnected to be
macae up of vehiéles for socially apnroved
information. Specifically they were:
parents, teachers, ministers, doctors,

policemen, television, radio, pamphlets,

newspapers, books, and "other® adults.

Noncontrol sources which nrovide "private"
information which is generally not socially
approved or used as vehicles of dis:--
ieminating aporoved information. fThose
vere: movies, music, friends, siblings, -

anc¢ other peers.

Personal sources were defined as those
involving cormmunicative interaction with
another human being. 1In this study they
were: parents, teachers, ministérg, doctery,
policemeﬁ; g£riends, giblings, other peer.

other adult.

Impersonal or non--kuman vehicles for
receiving information, i.e. tv, radio,
music, pamoshlets, newsnapers, books, and

movies.




The reada2y will note that the wersonal/
impersonal dimension would correspond
to a mass media vs. interpersonal com-

marison.

, The only other source used in this study
| but not included inn the category sysiem
described ahove was actual expzricrce with

marihuana wiich seems to be a motentially

.
-

interesting source of information about

the drug by some subjects.

12

re

Lode

ect Findings.

a) The Interviews. The experimentors held con-

versations with the interviewers to receive
‘their informal impressions of the interviews.
It was generally agreed that: 1) fxcept for

2 or 3 lith graders, most subjects apneared
to respond honestly, 2) Question 26 was asked
incorrectly and should be discarded, 3) ilore
time during interviewer training should have
been spent in actual interview practice with
subjects the same age as those in the study,

f 4) There was no cvidence of contaminaticn

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




resuliing from iuteraction Latieen subjects

already interviewed and potential inter-
viewvees, 5) Seventhugrade subjects had been
shovn a rnovie on marihuand use during the

week preceding data collection. 7o prevent

a distortion of source of information descrip-
tions of all respcnses from seventia-qrade
subjects dealing with this movie as a source
of information were olaced in the “School”

category.

) A Descrintion of the Sources of Information

about :larihuana Youilg Peovwle Select: at Various

Ages. One of the main objectives of our survey
vas to obtain a complete iisting of 'sources used:
by_the three grade levels for information regaxrd-
ing marihvana. To fulfill this objeétive a con-
posite of sources mentioned was created by com-
bining the responses to questions 4, 8, 7, 10
and 15 (see Apnendix B for a revieﬁ of the
interview schedule). Every source mentioned hy
¢ subject was included in the composite and no
source was counted more than once for a single
subject. The results of this analysis are

found on Table 2. Since there were 100 subjects

in each gracde, the totals are both

17

23




a frequency count and a percentzje of subjects
mentioning that category.
Table 2

Composite of sources of information about

marihuana mentioned by grade levell.2

,2

(Grade 5 7 1 X
Sou:ce
Jdarents 66 61 58 .60
“eecher 7 31 43 24 ,38%%*
liinistex 2 2 9 a
“emelox 1 4 7 A
Po’iceman 6 7 5 " .34
'S:hool" 19 83 - 61 37.01%*
hovies 5 4 31 35.16
v 87 65 69 3.31
*adio 13 17 33 17.75%*
M te 1l 2 14 A
Maiphlets 13 33 34 10.52**
ligvispapers 11 28 - 57 33.81%*
Hucks - 14 32 29 T7.44%%
Fwiends 41 84 96 22,71*%%
ruwy use 0 9 27 A
&inlings 26 28 l6 3.54
‘Vibar peer 31 . 26 47 6.95%*
tsvher adult 27 17 26 2.64
s Fewer than five in one or more cells
L p .0l

P <.05

%ince n=100 in each grade level, frequency is also a
percentage.

-~

&

Hata was derived from interview questions 4, 5, 7, 10
and 15. No source was counted more than once for each

subject. ‘
24
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T"he only sources mentioned by more than 40% of
the students at all grade levels were parents,

tv and friends. Results of :{2

analysis comparing
the frequency of sources between grade levels
indizates that a number of significant changes take

rlace as students grow older.

With increases in grade level there are correspond-
ing increases in the number of students mention-
ing teachers (x2=24.88, af=2, p< .01), movies
(X2=35.16, df='2, p ¢ .01}, radio (X2=17.75, df=2.,

P <.01, pamphilets (Xz

=10.52, df=2, p< .0l),
newspapers (x2=33.81, df=2, p ¢ .01), books
(X4=7.44, Af=2, p< .05), and friends (X2=22.71,
df=2, p < .0Ol) as sources of information about
marihuana. Sources which appear to remain
constant over these grades were parents (x2=.50,
4f=2, n.s.), policemen (X°=.34, df=2, n.s.),

television (X®=3.3, df=2, n.s.), siblings (X2=3.54,

=2, n.s.) and other adult (X2=2.64, df=2, n.s.)

It is interesting to note that of all 300 students
interviewed only 4% mentioned doctors as sources
of information. Correspondingly low totals were

obtained for ministers (4.1%) and policemen (3},




3) Testing the Hyrotheses., The firsw hypothesis

suggested that as subjcuts grew older they would
selzct a greater variety of sources whica would
be categorized as more noncontrol, experimental
and personal than impersonal or control. A
rank-ordering of the more popular sources
provides some support for this hypothesis. Only

those sources mentioned by 40% or moxe oI the

| students wvere incliuded. (cec table 3.)

_ Table 3

Rank~-order of marihuana information

source compnsite by grade level

“srade S 3 1 % 11 3

Rani:

1 ™V 87 Friends 84 Friends 96
2 Parents ©6 Schcol 83 ™v 69
! Friends 4l vV 65 Parents 58
4 Parents €l Newspaper 57
5 Other peer 47
z Taacher 43

ilth graders mentionzd more sources more
often than 5th graders. The 2 most popular
sources for 5th graders are control sources

(tv and parents) whereas the 7th and 1llth

graders have seinzcted both control (schonol.




tv) and non-control sources (friends).
The ratio of personal and imperconal scurces
remains the same between the 5th and 1lth
graders. Two-thirds of the 5th graders most
popular sources were persoral and although
the 11lth graders have a greater number of
popular sources (6 for the llth graders vs.
3 for the 5th graders), they also select
personal sources (friends, parents, other

| peer and teachers) as approximately two-

thirds of their most popular sources.

It should be noted that the data reported

|
o]

tables 2 and 3 reveal tha range and fre-
quency of sources mentioned by subjects.

They do not relate the responses of sub~

jects to the information associated with

these sources. Question 15 followed a series
of questions which attempted to ascertain
subject's knowledge of marihuana and it asked
"In what ways did youw learn these 'thing,s
about marihuana?. When data from this guestion
are analyzed (see table 4) the results are

dramatically cifferent from those presented in

takbles 1 and 2.




Table 4 |
.Scarces mentioned whern. subjects were asked

“Ir what ways 4did you learn about warihuana?”

by grade level.l
Zrade

Sarssoo 5 7 11 x?
Darents 45 32 16 13,850
Feachers 2 13 19 13,32%
Minister 2 0 2 A

. nootor 0 3 1 A
»oliceman 2 3 2 A
“Sehool" 8 58 19 59,137
Mevies 2 2 5 A
v 56 39 20 25.75
Jatio 5 8 7 :0.71
Masic i 0 0 a
Damphlets 4 21 16 8.92
Kawapaper 6 14 19 6.62
TORS 7 10 13 1.8
Yoreonds 13 40 €7 25.3862%
trng use 0 9 26 8.263
“ibsings 14 16 4 T.29%
Urher peers | 11 7 29 17.84%%*
Jtier adults 15 6 13 3.95

el

"awer than 5 in one or more cells.

Based on 7th and 1l1lth grade only.
T ne .0l ‘ o

- <.05 '

AL

weestions 15 on the interview schedule,

Contrasting with the data presented in table 2,
no sources were mentioned by more than 40%

of the subjects at all agrade levels,
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Resuits of Chi-square analysis indicates mors
differences from the composite analysis in
table 2. When students were asked where they
learned the information they possessed about
marihuana, there was a significant decrease
from 5th to 11lth grade in those mentioning
learning from parents (x2=13.55, df=2, p< .01) ;ana
tv (x*=26.25, af=2, p¢ .01). Significant ircreasas
’ were found between the 5%th and 1lth grades fer
L those mentioning learning from teachers
(X2-13.12, df=2, np< .01l), newspapers (X2=5.62,
di=2, < .05) &nd friends (x2=26.85, df=2,

p< .01).

Dcctors, policemen, mianisters, movies and
music werza seldom mentioned Ly subjects at auy

of the grade levels.

Sources obtained and displayed in table 4
were rank orcdered (see table S). Only those

sources mentioned by 25% or more of the subiente

are listed.




Table 5

Rank-order of sources by grade level obtained
when subjects were asked "In what ways did yQu
learn these things about marihuana?" 2

Grade 5 $ 7 $ 11 $
Rank
1 ™V 66 SChOOiSl 58 Friends . 57
z Parents 45 Friends 40 Other peer 29
3 ™v 39 Using
Marihuana 26
4 Parents 33

1

Only sources mentioned by 25% or more of subjects
within a grade level are displayed.

Mata derived from answers to Question 15 in. interview
nchedule (appendix B).

Seventh-grade sources remain essentially the
same as those reported in Table 3. Fifth and
Eleventh-grade subjécts, however, appear to
use fewer and different types of sources for
learning factual and evaluative information
¢pout marihuana than those. they previcusly
(Table 3) mention as available. In the

S5th grade friends are a significant source of

information (Table 3) but not an important
rehicle for gathering facts or making evalu-
ations(Table 5). It appears as if 5th graders

are using personal control (parents) and

=4
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imrersongl contirel (Bv: souvocas but sotectiry
p:r3caal roncoutrol scurces {(friends) vien
evaulatior ané fact gatlcrinc occurs. Ziewe :sh
graders,; on the other hand, reject contxrol
sources (tv, parents, newspapezrs, c¢nd toachars:
in favor cf personal noncontrol sources

{friends, otiicr pee: and using marihuanra).

Additional analysis comparing “he use of
impersonal control, personal control and
personal noncontrol cources by gradi lavels

are presented in Takie 5.

Table €

Pe rsonai by control analysisl
For data reported in Table 4

Grade
- o2
Lource 5 7 ll ‘(
‘mpersonal
sontrol 68 71 34 14,67
rersonal
Jontrol 53 57 44 1.73
roxsopal
Noncontrol 33 49 &7 6.4%%
fy L0
¥ p<& .05

.&fsz for each X

2

analysis.
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The data in Table 6 indicate ihat impersoral
control sources decrease significantly
(X2=l4.67, df=2, » < .0l) and personal noncontrol
sources increase significantly (x2=6.45, daf=2,
p< .05) as we move from the 5th to the 1llth
grade. The reported influence of personal
control sources remains unchanged across

grade level.

| Control may be the most important variable.

The lower grades apparently seeek out control
messages when seeking facts and evaluation. &%
The - upper grades tend towards noncontrol
messages. An analysis of responses categorizéd
by control and non control sources provides
further post hoc evidence for the control by

grade interaction (see Table 7).

Again the mentioning of control sources
decreases significantly from 5th to lléh grade
subjects (x2=14.22, df=2, »< .0l) and noncontrol
source responses increase from the 5th to the
11th grade. It is interesting to note that

7th graders tend to make the greatest use of
both control and noncontrol sources (x2=6.51,

df=2, p<.05). This may indicate that the

250.
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7ca grede is a transilion poitt in the swilch
from control sounrces for younger studaents
to norcoatrol sources for older students.
Table 7
FrequencyA of ccntrol ana
no:..:ontrol sources mentioned
5 7 11 x?B
nly €0 45 25 14,22%%
lLoriy 9 3 24 19,320%
25 §2 32 5,31
to Questica 15 (efi Tahie 4).
2
each X".

When subject responsa=s ware categorized by

rersonal and imperscnal sources Ly Grade,

results very similar to those reported in

Table 7 are produced (see Table 8).

An interaction between grade level and sow-ce

category is obvious. The mention ©Ff peru=nnal

bl B P/
ats

socurces increase zignificantly from 5th to

grade (x2=9.88, df=Z, »< .01l) and impersonai

source responses decreaze significantly frco




the Sth to 1lth grade (%°=10.97, &f=2, p. (0%

And the transitional 7th graders mention bhoiin

categories more (x2=8.44, df=2, o< .05).

Table S

Fr-:-:quency}\'B of personal and
impercsonal sources mentioned

Grade
L2
Source 5 7 11 X
Parsonal cnly 25 25 48 a,8Q#&%
ifwperscral only 25 18 7 1¢,79%%
2¢th 44 53 27 §.44¢*

A

T

af
LR

>

=2
pe.
P ¢

wesponses to Question 15 {(cf. Table 4).

2

for each X°.

«01

.05

Surmary of il Test of Eypothesis.l. In

summary, hypothesis 1 is tentatively con~
confirmed. Subjects reported using more
sources in llth than in 5th or 7th grade and
2 three way interaction was.found between
grade level, personal/impersonal and control/
noncontrol soufces. As we moved from 7thL o
1lth grade the reporting of impersonal and

control sources decreased significantly aad vhwo

use of personal, noncarntrol sources of factual




aad evalualivre isformaliou 2 «ut narifana
increased. Discussion of thes2e results o2
other findings can be found in the next

section,+.d,

The Diffusion-Adopticn Process. Ulext w2

attemctad to gsscribe the éifferent ©tases
of mzrihuwona diffus’on with theses sab-~

jects. Couvrces ware catacorized as perscnal./
impersonal or control/nonccntrol and we looka:

for Interactions between source categcry

and grade level at each stzge in the precauvss.

In response teo Questicn 1, 3L S5tk, 6& Tih and

91 1ith graders mentvioned wmerihuana as a "arug”.
When those not menticning marihuana were aske:?
"Dc you know any drugs which are smoked?"
{Question 2) 14 5th, 12 7th and 8 llth graile:s
responded "marinhuana", indicating awareness.

The remaining subiects ware asked "have you
heard of marihuana?” (Questiorn 3}, 4 3tih &:2

%1 1llth grader ansvered affirmatively. Caly

1 subject, a 5th grade female, was unawaze or
marihuana and exited f£rom the interview af&c.:

Jh—i LV 'y
Cuestion 2
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The first assumption to be tested was :he
expectation that students would tecome

aware of marihuana through both personal and
impersonal sources. Subjects were asked
where they first heard about marihuana and
their respbnses are reported in Table G.

In an attempt to reduce errors in recall for

older or “more awvare" subjects, we asked them
r to "think back, try to remember the very firet
time you heard about it...".
Table 9

Responses to Question 4, "Where did veu first

hear about marihuana?" by grade lcvei
CGrade

Iource 5 7 il Total
r.rants 17 10 3 30
Teacher 0 5 5 i0
inister 0 0 . 0 G
ioctor 0 0 0 0
o) Leca 0 0 0 ]
“Srnhool" 3 12 13 28
novies 0 0 4 0
oy 47 15 9 71
vadio 0 1l 2 3
music 0 0 Q 0
~anphlets 1l 2 0 3
Wewspaper 2 4 9 15
so00ks 2 0 v] 2
Friends 6 29 40 75
Qrag Use 0 0 v 0
3iblings 9 7 4 20
Cther peers 9 8 11 23
Tiner Adults 1 1l 2 4




Cracde/%ource totals were no- large roaaca
to permit meaningful x4 analysis on most
items. It appears as if friends and
television, were mentione3 most frequently
by all subjects. These sources have been
categorized ac perseonal (friends) and im-
personal (tv) which gives support to the
hypothesis, though caution should b2 exce: -
cised in interpreting the responses of the
llth ¢raders. It is possible that they
could not .or did not remember their "first
aware" source.‘ Whexre the friends‘and tv
| categories are analized further an inter-—
action (x%=55.73, Af=5, p < .01) between

source:. and age emexges (see Table 10).

Tohle 10

Source of "first" awareness of mari&uana
by grade level, tv, and friends.

Grade 5 7 .11
ey 47 + 15 9

Friends 6 ' 29 40

.ﬂaken from Question 4.
1'=55.73, d£=5, pX .01
TV received more mentions by the 5th and fawer
by the iith Qraders whiie £he reverse was

found for friends as a source of awareness.
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Mass media received nore mentions by S+h and
f2wer by 7th and 1lth graders while personal
sources received fewer responses from 5tk
graders and more from 7th and llth grade

svhjects (X2=21.34, df=5, p<.01).

When coatzol vs. noncontr-cl souvices vere

compared by grade level (Table 1ll1l) a

: Table 11

L Source of "first" awareness of marihuana
‘ EN
bv grade level, control and noncontrol source=

l Grade

3 7 1l
Jource
~ontrol 70 38 30
Noncontroj. 24 44 55

-
.

Jﬁahen from Question 4.
W¢=31.86, df=5, p ¢ .Cl

significant interaction between control and
noncontrol sources occurs across grade level.
Control sources are used by rores younge: thern
clder students but noncontrol sources a:e
mentioned more by older than younger

students (X2=3l.86, df=5, p<¢ .01).

A similar interaction was obtained wiea




impersonal and personal sources were

compared by grade level (see Table 12).

Fifth graders mention impersonal sourcev
more than 7th or 1llth graders and personal
sources are mentioned more by 7thi and

11th than 5th grade subjects (x2=23,35, a5,
p< .01),

y able 12

L Source cf "first" awvareness ¢ marinuana
by grade level with impersonal and personal souvicas-

I rade 5 7 1.
Source
Imperscnal 52 pi 20
Parsonal 42 60 65
1 -

Tgken from Question 4.
~=23.95, df=5, p <.01

Active student interest in marihuana was
assessed from responses to Question §, "HZave

you ever looked for information about marihuar.:”
Most interesting is that only 107 éubjects

indicated active interest and a comparison

of interest by grade level (see Table 13)

provided no significant: 'difference Letwac:n
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grades in actively seeking wmarihuvana
information. This finding will be discusse:d

in more detail in the next section.

Table 13

Student Interest: Responses to
"Have vou ever looked for or asked for )
information abouat narihuana?" by giade leveil

Grade 5 7 11
Response
Yes 24 36 37
No - 75 64 63

1

ngestion 6.
¥*=4,57, d4df=5, n.s.

The subijects who did take an active in%erest

in marihuana tended tc seek evaluative
information from parents and friends

(see Table 14). Fifth graders selected a
personal control source (parenfé)'mére titan

llth graders who mentioned a personal noncontrol
source (friends). Seventh graders are divided
between the two categoriés of source which
reinforces the notion that they are in a

"source transition"” stage, i.e. from control
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€0 noncoatrol sorces.,

Tabhle 1

-

Frequency of pareuts and friends mentioned as sounTis
of evaluative information by grade level-

Grade 5 7 11
Scurce
Parents 16 17 2
Friends 7 17 19

1

Question 10 ("Where did you go to look
for infermation?®).

MNe xt we asked the students to give us their
assessment of the credability of the sourcoes
they used whil2 evaluatinrg marihuzana (ces

Tabln 15),

Important for the study was the finding that
5th graders thought their parsnts were most

accurate, Seventh graders were egually

divided between parents and friends as their
most frequently mentioned accurate sources;
with books, pamphlets and tecachers followiny
closely. Friends and parents wcre though'

inaccurate. This mixture of responses is

an additional indication that the 7th grade is

in a transition between sources of inforrmaut:ioc::
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and behaviors. Elevonth grade students
menticned frisnds as accurate and iraccurate
sources most frequently although the prademincnt
tendency is towards accurate information fro:m

friends.

Table 15

Analysis of question "Do you think {source) was relaving
accurata or inaccurate information?” by gracde iLevel.”

Grade 5 7 15
Question ' =47 N= N=5L2
22 1 B A T B A I E
Parents 20 2 1 16 5 3 2 g 0
Yeacher 1 0 0 11 0 0 5 v 2
Minister 0 0 0 1l ¢ 0 e e 0
‘ Doctox 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 5
i Policeman 2 0 0 1l 0 0 2 1L 0
s 8chool 2 0 0 5 3 0 4 o« 4
; Hovies 0 1 0 1] 0 0 c ¢ 0
; TV v 1 0 i 1l 0 0 0 61
; Radio 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0
; Music 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 n oo
! Pamphlets 4 e 0 10 2 1 O g 0
{ Newspaper 0 0 0 1l 1 0 2 S
; Books 6 2 0 i1 2 0 6 oz
; Friends 6 2 0 le 6 1 20 o 1
! Using marihuana 0 c 0 0 0 0 2 e 0
: Siblings g 1l 0 7 1 0 6 3 0
; Other peer 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 100
f . Cther adult 5 0 l 2 0 0 6 0 ?Q
' 1
2Question.ll.

i
i
A
:
:
:
[¢
!
k4
iy
14
:
:
3
2
4.
i
;
:

A=accurate
I=inaccurate
B=roth accurate and inaccurate

42
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Emphasis sihould be placed on tlie laczt that

only 2 eieventh grade students even mentioned

parents. It may be telling that these subitci.
avoid making credability judgements about
the evaluative information they receive fionv

their parents.

Only 1l students thought only good reasons
existed for using m&rihuana (see Table 16).
The remaining sentiment seemad to be equailly
divided between "3oth good and bad reasons"

and "only bad reasons".

Table 16
Student evaluation of marihuana

Grade Grade Gradke

"Zo you think there are
gocd &nd bad reasons

for using marihuana?" 5 7 i1
Both 48 52 57
Only good 0 3 8
Only bad 51 45 35

There was no diffence bhetween grazde levels
wvhen the number of students who thought
there were “"only bad" reasons for using

marihuana were compared with those who thoush®.

there was both good and bad reasons‘(see
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Tabla 117; X2s3,73, Adf=5, n.c.,). Orade level,
it seems, does not prumiict the evaluative

responses of students in these two cateycrieas,
though as Table 1¢ il&dstrates, more llth than

5th graders thought there were "ornly gool®

reasons for marihuana use.

Table 17
Comparison of number of students responding
"only bad" vs. "both good and bad" when asked for
conclusions about reasons for marihuana use
Grade ~5 7 11
Acasons

Eoth good and bad
Only bad

- ©

52 57
4% - 35

Ct >

2
X =3.73, df=5, n.s.

Since subjects were allowed to make
multiple responses to Question 15, which
asked about sources used during evaluvation,
the data presenied in Table 18 must be

interpreted carefully.

Sources which our subjects thought were pro

or both pro and con were the type we have

categorized as personal noncontrol (friends




and other peer) whereas personcl Andl
impersonzl control sources {(eg. parents anci
television) tended to be anti-marihuana {(cf.

Table 18).

Table 18

Selected sources of evaluation and "oro or con®
nature of selected sources by grade level

L) E s

"hich ¢ these (sic)
shurces were anti-
warihanna, which pro
pnd which both pro
and aniti?"

{A)=anti marihuana
(P)=pro marihuana
(B)=both anti and »nrc

Grade 5 7 11
Sources
v @ e (® (@) (B (B (A (P} (B
Yarents 44 0 0 30 0 0 15 i M
! Television 54 1 7 32 1 3 15 e 0
: ~2UEpapess 4 M 0 10 1 2 16 Y 3
g ¥=iands 10 0 3 12 12 i4 6 29 2
- ciitlirgs la 2 1 8 5 1 1 3 1
dther peer 4 6 1 0 2 2 5 14 L

The last interview question seeking evalua“is=:
information asked, "What is your overall {eeliiy

about marihuana?" produced the responses iisiad

in Table 19.




Table 19

Proguency of responses concerning approval, disapgroval
and undecided about marihuana by grade level

Crade 5 7 11
Response
Approve 1 . 14 47
. Disapprove 91 67 42
} Undecided 7 | 19 11

| ; 1
; Question 17.

The next éeries oif questions concerned the
students' trial experiences with marihuzna.

~ When asked "Have ycu ever had the opportunity
to try marikuana?" (Question 19) the older
students responded positively more often
than younger students (see Table 20).
Similar results were obtained when students
were asked whether they had actually tried
marihuana (Question 20, see Table 21).
When asked if they would try if given an
opportunity, a number of students interested

in trial emerged (see Table 22).
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Table 20

Frequency of responses to "lave you ever had
the opportunity to try marihuana?" by grade levei”

Grade 5 7 1
Response
Yes 19 Sl o8
No 80 49 12

1
Question 1.%.

Table 21

Frequency of responses to question i
"Have you ever tried marihuana?" by grade 1evel

Grade 5 7 11
Response
Yes 0 20 52
No 935 80 43

1l
Question 20.

Table 22
Frequency cf responses by those who have not

tried marihuana to "Would you fry...lf given a
change?" by grade level

Grade 5 7 11
Response
Yes 5 10 8

No 94 69 40

1l
Question 21.




-t
Table 23 presents an analyjiis oi the

sources of information ugzd at the trial
stage. Responses are bébken down to
reveal differeqces between those 7th
and'llth grade students who tried and
Aecided not to try marihuana.

Table 23

Analysis of sources used by 7th and llth grade 1
ctudentd-who tried:and thase who decided not to try marihuana.

Grade 7

11
Status Trial No triul Trial No Trial

Number - % 202 83 80 % 52 ¢ 28 %
fource '
Parents 2 2 31 3 7 12 a 19
r~acher 5 25 8 10 9 17 10 Z3
Minister 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4
postor 3 15 0 0 1 2 0 0
¥..liceman 0 0 3 4 0 0 2 A
School ° 45 49 61 2 4 17 33
Hovies 1 - § 1 1 3 6 2 4
™’ 5 25 34 42 8 15 i2 25
fadio 0 0 8 10 4 8 3 6
Magic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
"amphlets 4 20 17 21 8. 15 8" 17
“uwspaper 2 10 12 15 6 12 18 27
pooks 2 10 8 10 6 12 7 L5
"riends 8 40 32 40 33 63 24 50
tising marihuana 9 45 0 0 26 50 0 5
&iblings 4 20 12 ‘15 O 0 A 8
Other peer 0 0: 7 9 14 27 15 33
Otler adult 0 0 6 8 5 10 8 13
AR

vaken from Questions 15 and 20.
2

Number indicates total subjects responding. Subjects
¢iere allowed multiple responses.
3

v were computed using the total number of subjects who
¢all in either the trial or no tria). catesory for &
narticular source.

j &
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A rank crder of percent of sources

mentioned by students who try marihuana

and those who do nct is presented in

Table 24. Here 7th graders are wmixing -z .
Table 24

Rank-or3dexr of percent: of sources
by txial, status and grade.

irade 7 | 11
Stataus Trial Non-Trial Trial Nen-Trizl
: rank

- 1 Personal

experience 45 School 61 Friends 63 Friends 3I0
- & School 45 1TV 42 Personal
- experience 50 School 35
. PFriends 40 PFriends 40 Other peer 27 News-
paper 27
" Teachers 25 Parents 39 ‘ g N
s v :

-

Pased on data taken from answers to Question 15 cnd 20.
-~

“

Percent of subjects within the column menticning. suure:,
Subjects were allowed to mention more than one source.

personal and control sources regardless
of trial status. Eleventh grade trial
subjects, however, use personal noncontrol
sources and no-trial students mix personal

noncontrol and impersonal control sources.

When personal and impersonal sources are

corparcd by grade leval (Table 2%; differ-
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ences appear between grade level but rot

within grade levels. The llth graders
menticned more personal sources than

the 7th grade students irrespective of
trial or nc-trial status. eaxrlw tha
same finding was obtained for impersonsl.
sourveces although the no-trial 7th
graders mentioned more impersonal sources
than all other su:jects. Seventh
graders als) mention using both

personal. and impeisondal sources more
than lith graders regardless of txizal

status.
Table 25

Analysis of perscnal and impecrzonai source use

by trial ard no-trial 7th and llth grade subjecte.
Grade 7 1
Status Trial No-trial Trial No--trial

1120 N0 ¥=30 N=24 8

Source
Personal -
only 25~ 25 50 45
Impersonal’
only 5 21 6 8
Both - 55 52 25 29
1

2

Teken Izom Questions 15 and 20. Subjects were
alluwed multiple responses.

Percentage.




A similar analysis using contreoi and oo~

contzol sources is presanted in Table 75.

The importance of the control variable is

Table 26

Analysis of control and noncontrol source use
Wy ¢rial and no-triai Yek =nd 11lth grade subjectr.”

| Urude _ 7 11
Status Trial NMo-trial Trial No-triél-
N=20 N=§J N=52 N=43
Source )
Control
=aly 30 49 i3 38
Noncontrol
cnly 102 9 35 12
Both 45 41 33 33

~ ‘e

Zaxen fyem Questions 15 and 20.

Dercent.

zgain evident, i.e. ih this context it

is a potentially significant predictor of
trial when combined with grade level.
Seventh and 1ith grade subjects who havs
tried marihuana mention noncontrol sources
more frequently than nontrial students
although there is a tendency for 7th graders
to use both kinds of sources more frequently

than the 1llth graders. An interesting

finding was that 7th graders who have

tried the drng use more controli than non-
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

control sources ard morce of both sources

combined than any other type of student.

The diffusion process is pPuactuated vy «
sexies of deciziors. It may be cenriderad
iinear to the extent that the decision

"o adopt the “innovacion” climaxes the
process. Presumibly no one adopts marihuana
without trial an¢ not avervone vho tries

the drug will adopt or contiiue asiag it.
Quostions 29 to 34 ware atlemnts o rteimirs
which of tue students who had tried
marihuara would be continuing users and wan

would discontinue use afier .trial.

b
oe

TLESt we asxed, "Would you iry marihuana
again if you had Lhe chance?" (Question 22
and found a nurker of 7th and ilth grafars
eithex willing or undecided (see Table 27,
This number is less than those who tried

(cf. Table 20) and the attrition conti~ued
when we asked, "Do you feel that you use
marihuana on a rzgular basis?" (Question 32)
and "Would you use marihuana on a regular
basis if you had the opportunity?” (Questicn 33j .

The responses to these two questions ara
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provicded in Tabla 28, It weas dzcided

that only those subjects who indicaind
an interest in or actual »Hehaviors

indicating regular use should be consider-

ed adopters.

Table 27
Responses to "Would you try 1
marihuana again...?" by grade level.
Grade 7 ' 11
Response
Yes i1 32
No 5 12
D.K. 4 6

1
Question 29.

Table 28

Freguency of adoptors and 1.2
potential adoptors by grade level. '~

Grade - 7 11
- Adopters Potential Adopters Potential
Adopters Adopter:.
Frequency 3 7 11 18

i
Data taken from Questions 33 and 34.
2

Noi:e of the 5th graders considered themselves d.dOpt"r
or p.ctential adoptors.
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The sources of infoimacion used by these
adopting or potentially adopting (here-
after called "contiauving users") maiihusna
"and those discontinuing use are offerszd
in Table 29 (potential adoptors are *hcse
answering Yes to Question 29 and No to
Question 32 and 33).

Table 29

Sources mentioned by continuing (Yes)
and non-contir'iing (N3} users.

SE0a 5 7 11
. Status Yes o Yen No Yeu o
‘ N g 0 (n=99) % (n=1C)% (n=90)}% (n=29)% {.71)%

S0Ur:,

sarent.: - 43 45 1 G w2 30 2 ? 14 20
Teacner - 2 2 1 10 12 13 4 14 15 =1
3 idialzter - 2 pA 0 0 { 0 0 0 2 3
ionor - 0 0 1 10 2 2 0 0 1 1
B¢ilceman -2 2 0 0 A3 0 0 P 2
zhool - 8 8 2 20 56 62 1 3 18 25
: NOTiAS - 2 2 2 30 0 0 2 K 3 4
L ALY - 66 66 1 10 338 42 5 17 15 21
cariio - 5 5 ¢ 0 & ¢ 3 L0 4 €
e - 1 1 0 0o o0 o0 o0 0 0o 0
; »awphlets - 4 4 e 0 L 23 3 10 1>
5 Nespaper - 6 6 0 0 14 16 2 7 17 24
k Houke - 7 7 1 10 2 10 1 3 1217
% rrleads - 13 13 2 20 38 42 21 72 3¢ 51
ng::.g ' '
: Ma: ihuanz -. 0 0 8 80 1 1 17 59 9 11
; Sikiings - 14 14 1 i0 15 17 ¢ 0 i &
‘. ctier peer - 11 11 O o 7 8 8 28 21 3¢
i Sther adult - 15 15 0 o 6 7 2 7 11 15
i Quzution 15.




A rank-crder of verceant of sources important
at the adoption stage by continuing and ncx -
continuing students (see Table 30) indicate.
that continuing 7th graders are relyiac
zlmost entirelwv on experience with marih:aa:
vhin thoy ma%e their decision to continue

use. Ccontinuing llth graders, oi he oth:x

hand, mentjion the infl.ence of friends pxr -
dominantly plus experience with the druqg.
Tahle 30

r : wn.k-order percent of sources important at the adoPtioalzgage
- Yo econtinuing (Yes) and non-continuing (No) subjects—’

~ ...d ;“J 7 ll
w3 Yes No Yes No
N 16 s 90 3 29 3 )
Tank
i 1 Using
' marinuvana 80 School 62 Friends 72 Friends X1
: 2 HMovies 30 TV - 42 Using Cthev
; marihuana 59 Peer 3
: School 20 Friends 42 Other - *  School 7%
" peer 28
; 4 ¥riends 20 Parents 36 TV P
: 5 Pamphlets 23 Teacher 2.
€ Parent 20
dete +r:ken from Question 5.
Si<th grade data not included becaune no compariscasg witihds
Jrade reve possible. '
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lon—-continuing students mix personal =l
impersonal control and nonconﬁrol
sources. The llth graée non users
mention friends and other peers most
often compared with schools, tv,
friends and parents fof.the 7th grade

nencontinuing students.

Additiona. anaiyses were performed to
uncover the character of the marihuana
experience for studsnt continuing users.
Marihuana effects were categorized as
posi*ive, negative,. both positive and
negative and neutral by the students.
These effects categories were comparad
with cources inclpding control, non-
control and both control and noncontrol.

j The results of the analysis are in

Table 31 ani Table 32.

Character of experience for contiruing users

Grade
2ffects 7 N=10 11 N=20
; Positive 8 22
i liegative 0 2
: Inth 0 2
j Neutral 2 3

: 49




Analysis of
C-rade 7
Source
Coaczzol
Nencontrol
Both
Grade 11
Control

Noncontrol
Both

It is easily observed from Table 21
that the experience of continuing

users is predominately favorable.

Table 32

effects by source for continuing users

Positive Negative Both Neutral
3 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
1 ) 0 2
3 0 0 0
11 0 0 1
3 2 1 2

The numper for the seventih grade is too
small to perrmit comment, but fpr vie
eleventh grads the predominate combin-
ation is noncdntrol-positive. This
supports Becker's (1963) contention
that continuing users would selzct non-

control sources and experience pleasurairla

effects.

(d) Discussion of Results. The research

presented here is descriptive in nature.
The results of such research are tenta=iv:

at best and are presented to assist otae<
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researchers in this area. We feel that

we Qould be remiss, however, if we did not
a) provide a capsule of our findirgs in
“prose" fashion; b) suggest further rescaz™
as a result of our findings; and c) make
suggestioﬁs which may be useful to ongouii
arug abuse programs based on the resu:its

of this study. This section is devoted

to those three ends.

A review of Ehglfindings: This
study sought to descrakte the types

of informati&n ources used by 3Cu
‘middle class 5:th, 7th, and 1lth

grade students in varicus stages of
accuaintance with marilmana. During
individual meetings with experienced
female interviewers, students were
asked to relate sources which were
most influential in providing informa-
tion about marihuana at the following
stages: 1. awarensess; 2. interest:

3. evaluation; 4. trial; 5. adoption.
Sources were categorized by the expecr-
imentors as either personal <e.g.

parents or friends), impersonal (e.:.

51
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tv, or newspapers):; ccntrol (e.g.

pamphlets or teachers) or noncentrcl

(e.g.'friends or music).

A capsule descriptioa of the study

results is presented in Table 33.

Table 33

¥z . Auominant sources for all

psnunats, friends
| @vade level

-

axsmt selected
s lensning

aliuation

Horat cvedihle

Trhad yes
no

Afapnian ves
MO

Reasons
frrx usinrg

ivot using

o o oadns all stages:

5th grade

tv
pacents

mass
media

Capsule review of study results

7t:1 grade

£riends
tv

personal

No difference between grade levels
Most (2/3) not actively interested

personal
control

parents

control

phys. pain

mixed

parents

mixed
mixed

experience
with drug
control

psych.
pleasure

phys. pain

11lth grods.

¥ o
e

ey
eny

23

) b

g

-,

personal

nonco.:t el
personi.

g

frionds

mixed
mixad

soncent.ye”
persc;.a:
nived

pi3ych.
pleasurs:
oneLal

pres s i

phys . /7o e
pa.n

v
-




The

sources oF
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: parents,

Whan studen:s

learncd what they

hewevar ., thoe 5 o
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f£riends

respondz? friends

ALthorh stwdasts
of 5.
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sources at diffzrs
‘earning.
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students
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Lion aecctioand

studen®s vzl
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ad whaws Lliev
ahewvl nmariheans

mentionse

studentn:
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The majority appear to be passive
receivers of information about the

drug.

When asked which sources relayed

the most accurate information ahout

marihuana 5th graders said parents,
7th graders mentioned parznts and
friends,znd llth graders trusted
their friends morc'thén any other

souxce.

When students had the cppcrtunity
to try marihuana they again mention
influences from different sources
at different ages. None of the
th graders had tried the drug
and all reported using contrcl
sources {e.g. parents, teachers,
tv). 7th graders use a mixture
of sources at this point ~-- prasum-
ably they are in a "transition
stage" in marihuana use and their tyPe:

of sources they select for informatic=a.

Eleventh-graders who have tried the

drug, however, report using “"frieonds"




and others their age as primary
souzces. Non users at this jrade
level use many different types of

sources,

One of the major findings of this

study was a significant shift

in types of sources reposrted as
stodents gwew oideie, Youngex ({Sih
grade) stuvdents are recoiving wuoh
of their information £rom socinlz .
Approved sources, Sawvanth

graders begin tc mix socially
approved with personal and "privatc®
sources in their t:ansitior. to

the nzarly exclus.ve reliance on Vb2
friends mentioned bv the 1lth

graders who try marihuana.

the vtudeuts repor:

14]]

Siree2 mest o
very little active interest it
is possible that they are "passive"
receivers of social

&nd personal influences regarding

s
$u

parihuana and ies use. A reless

finding sugges:=s that moust of tha
S g9

,EP&lcj‘ 62 .
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7th and some !.ith graders who uce

marihuana may be largely unaware
of this influence process. When
asked for their sources of infor-

mation and reasons for using the

drug, they tend to cite plcasurable

"psychological" experiences with

marihuana rather than personal

influence processes.

Similarily, reasons given for not

usirg the Adrug by all students

relate to their expectation of
physical jpain, rather than psy:inoloy:-:
ical discomfort or social-legadi

restraints.

“Suggestions for future research. ‘The

study reported here was primarily
descriptive. Results indicate the
need for experimental investigation

of the control, personal and grade

variables. We suspect that
learning about marihuana {and perhaps

other drugs) is a function of an

interaction between those three




factours. we wouid exkpect main
effects (increasei learning) with
an increase in grade kit not from
the control or personal dimensions.
However, two &nd three way inter-
actions could he expected Letieen
grade level on the one hand and
the personal cqntxol d: mensions

on the other.

in addition, not il data collected
i this study wz2s within the scope
of this report. Investigato:rs
wishing to make furthex analyéiﬁ

of our data are encouraged to writes

either of the principal investigators.
We will provide copies of the data
deck and other necessary informaticn
at the cost of duwplication and .
mailing. |

Suggestions for drug abuse orouyrives.

Most important for drug abuse progran

planning we believe was the finding

that marny potential and actual users

of marihuana appeared unaware c¢f the

57
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social aud personal influence

-

process surrounding decisions

ahout marihuana use. jany drug ed-
ucation programs rely on efforts |
to provide inférmation td young mec:-

ple through a variety of madia about

marihuana but very few have focused:

4]

on nersonal influsnce processes,
W2 sugaatt that a pileot project ai-
tempt to iwake students more awvare

of p2rsonal and social pressures
which sexve to nush them towards
mzcihvana use by providiag thew. wits:
1) pexsonally satisfying ways c¢Z
reséonding to such pressure, L) vy
of tolarauing cenflicting claims
about drugs and drug abuse, and 3)
information seeking behaviors which
-will widen the range of sources

they survazy before decisioné are made
at different stages in their learn-

ing about drugs.

Personal influence process training

vould be most helpful for the .

N (ﬁj

e e S P




o s o+

~J

“rransitional”®

th graders. Seventi
grade students may nrofit mest from
training to tolerate conflicting
claims about drugs, aad tae 5Sth ¢rad-
ers appear to need preparation for
the great increase insthe types cf
influences they will encounter in tae

future.

fa)

~
[¥]
AT 4

()

LRIS

N

. Puocject Significance.

Some Qescriptive evidence has been of-~
fored for the oneration of the dix-
fusion-adoption process with nari-

huana. It appears that “active"

.interest is not necessary for evalu-

ation, trial and acdoption.

Svggestions are nffered for comnonents

in drug abusec programs based on the

- training of young people to accomodate

" personal and private influences re-

lating to drug use.

Specific sutggesticns arxe made Zor

5%




ERIC.

PRt s e 9

further research on the influence
wrocess with 3 varianles: grade leve:,
control/noncoantrol sources, .nd nersor:s.,
inpersonal sources hypothesized to
influence the learning about drugs by

young neorle.

Project Information Dissemination.

Hevs releases are currently being iepnsol b
the erperimeantors on the results of their
stuCy. An article on the implications of
the results for drug abuse programs is being

prepared for the Drug dbuse lNews for Educator:

neislatter. A paper outlining the commuai-
cotion implications has heen accented for
prescatation to the Speech--Cormmunication
Association. Articles are being outlinad fcx

the Public Opinion Quarterly and the .Journaj..

of Communications.

ve are not aware of the use of our snecific

prccedures by any other investigators.

Under the conditions of our agreement with

the school system cooperating in this research

60




©.:2 names of the mnarticipant students and
Fyscem cannot ke released. Jone of this

inisrmation is included in this revort.

5. “e isceived the full cooperation of i'.I."i.%.
©olilicials on all requests for information

and assistance during this nroject.
19. ¥z have no additional comments.

1, Thz above answers wera provided jointly &y
thnd princinal investigators Dr. Albert Nowit:
w2d Dr. Richard Clark. The cohclusions and
RVWINCLS are ours and should not be attribute:

"¢ aay other individual including the spon-

seiug agencies.

i~ Lripcizal invesitigators can be raaci= at
the following addresses:
BPr. Al Kowitz, Cnairman
Couaamunications Studies Department
California State Uﬁiversity at Sacranient~

Sacramentc, Califorania 95318

, 916-454--6688
68 .




Dr. Richard L. Clark, Research lLssociate
Stanford Center for Research and Devalon-
ment in Teaching

Stanfcrd Universitw

Stanford, California 94303

415--321~2300 ¥ 3143 or 4717
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Appendix A

Permission Letter

wame of s:hocl district deleted. to preserve confiden-
LN ";;y',‘
Na

BaLL devent:

Y

[}

1:i1 is to let you know that your child is one cf a
‘roe; section of 300 students who have been selected
at. random to participate in a Sacramento State College
study, unless you prefer otherwise.

The study camz about because children today are =unosed
to information about drugs in varying degrees and ia
rany wayrs. Some of the information they receive is
aczrate, some is distorted, Lome is simply false.

Some of tie information comes from knowledgeable
acualtes svch as doctors and law enforcement agencies;
SO Lzdn teachers, .arents, and other adults; some

: o othec students and friends.

it purpize of this study is to determine from a cross
cection of studants chosen at random: 1) how much
informatinon tbev have about drugs, .nd how accurate
ft is; 2! wnere they got this information; 3) which
soaxces ¢f such information have the greatest in-
“luence on youngsters.

e administraticn of the ( nare withheld } District

-t pewmitted wthis study because it helieves that the

results ¢an ultimately help in the ongoing fight agaiunsi
g abusa:.

wrire'S how the study will work:

Tach cf the 300 students will particivate~-~if he or
~1@ is w.lling--in a ten-minute interview with a
reined senior or graduate student from Sacramento
ftate College. The interviewer will try to determine
which of the many sources of information about drugs,
..£ any, the student has been exposed to; and what the
stvdent's reaction has been to each source.

the identity of the student--cven his or her name--wi.ll
not be revealed to the interviewer. The informeation
she receivazs will be taken in a mainer ihat will




guarantee the student's -anonymity.

%e're letting you know about your child'=s participa-
tion in this study because it is a policy of this
district to notify parents of any such study, or

any other activity which is not a part of the instruc-
tional program. If for any reason you prefer that
your child not participate in this study, please call
your school principal. If you have any questions
about the study, Please feel free to call Dr. (name
withheld), Evaluation Specialist, ho is supervising
the manner in which the study will be conducted. .ier
number is (withheld). <ou mey also contact Dr. Alan
Rowitz, ‘ho is in charge of this Sacramento State
College research project; his number is 454-5688,

or 454-6814, : ' ' '

Sincexely yours,

(name withheld)
Research & Evaluation
Department




\pp2ndix B

Tre Interview Scheduje

Iatervietrer number

falject's grade level 5th 7th 9th

Subtacti's sex 1

- 1. FPILZASE GIVE HME THFR NA/IES OF ALL THE DRUGS YOU
CAN REMEMBER. .

Mari juzna (Check if mentioned and go to 4)
—_ __Number of drugs mentionei

2, DC YCU KNOW OF ANY DRUGS THAT ARE SHMOKED?
—__Yes (Go to 4)
Ne (Go to 3)

3. AVE YOU HEARD OF MARIJUANA?
Yes
No (If no, int:zrview is zndeqd. Engige svbject
to det2vmine is he/she is being evasive.)

4. WYHERE DID YOU FIRST HEAR ABOUT MARIJUANAZ? (Us-:
“pot”? or "grass" if they use this term.)
TEINK BACK AND TRY TO REMEMBER THE VERY FIRST
TI¥D YOU HEARD ABOUT IT . AND TELL ME WHERE IT WAS.

_Fiarents movies friends

teacher oy usirg mari-
. minister __radio juana

c¢octor music siblings
—___roliceman __pamohlets . other pe:zr

school (specify) newspaper

other aduit
books cther {spccl

fy:

Z. VHERT ELSE DID YOU HEAR AROUT IIARIJUANA? TRV Tu
REMEMBLR AS MANY PLACE3 WHERE YOU HAVE HEARD AFSUT i

parents movies ____friends

______teacher v using mazi-

“minister ~ radio juana
—_____doctor " music siblings
~ "policeman ~_pamphlets ____other peer
- school (specify} — nzwspaper other adul:

. " books other (specsz::
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10.

12.

HAVE YOU EVER LOOKED FOR OR ASKED FOR IHFUNilA-
TION ABOUT MARIJUANA?
Yes (Go to 7) No (Go to &)

WHERE DID YOU GO FOR THE INFORIJATION? (If
"impersonal"” go tc 8: if “"personal" go to
9; if both go to 1ll)

parents ___wovies friends
teacher ___TV using mari-
minister ___radio juana
doctor ___wusi siblings
oliceman ____oamphlets other peer
school (specify)__ aewspaper other aduit
books other (specify)

HAVE YOU EVER LOOKED FOR SOMEONE TO TALK TO OR
ANSWER A QUESTION YOU HAD ABOUT MARIJUANA?

yes {go to 10) no (if no on
6, go to 12)

HAVE YOU GONE TO LOOK AT OTIER PLACES FOR INSORMA-
TION ABOUT MARIJUANA?
Yes (go to 10) No (go to 11}

(IF YES TO 8) WE ARE NOT INTERESTED IN SPECIFIC
NAI'ES, ..UT GENERALLY WHO DID YOU TALK WITH?
(If yes to 9) WHERE DID YOU GO TG LOOK FOR INFOR-.

MATION?
arents movies “riends
teacher v _ using mari-
~ninister radio juana
_____doctor —_music ~iblings
oiiceman pamphlet other peer
school (specify)_ _ newspaper other adul*“

1,0OKkS vther (speciiy)

{(This question applies to both 7 and 10) DID YOU
THINK (specify source) WAS RELAYING
ACCURATE OR INACCURATE INFORMATION? (Repeat for
each source mentioned; place an "A" for accurate
and "I" for inaccurate in the appropriate blank.)

WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT MARIJUANA?
a drug
evaluates (good)
evaluates (bad)
sescribes harmful psych-physical effects
describes beneficial psycho-physical effects

L]

|
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Y
WD

15.

l6.

ilieyal
2appearance and methcds ¢ use
other (specify)

DG YOU THINK THERE ARE GOOD AND BAD REASOKS FOR

both only good only bad

VHAT ARE THEY?
__illegal
___Social pressures-pro (specify type)
—__social pressures-con (specify type)
___Pbsychological gratification
—_psvchological pain

physical gratification

physical pain

addiction
___nothing happens
___other (specify)

IN WHAT WAYS DID YOU LEARN THESE THINGS ABOUT
HMARISUANA?

) parents movies friends
_____teacher TV . using mari-
ninister ___radio juana
coctor music siblings.
policeman ~_pamphlets other peer
— school (specify)  newspaper cther aduit
books other (spaci’y)

WHICH OF THESE SOURCES WERE PRO-MARIJUANA AND
WHICH WERE ANTI-MARIJUANA? (Mexk a "P" for
Pro and "A" for anti in the appropriate Lblank)

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL FEELING ABOUT MARIJUANA?
approve disapprove undecidced

IF YOU WANTED TO TRY MARIJUANA WOULD YOU KNOW
WHERE TO GET IT?

vas . no (go to 21)
HAVE YOU EVER HAD THE OPPORTUNITY _TO TRY MARIJVIANAY
___yes no

HAVE YOU EVER TRIED MARIJUANA?
yes (go to 27) no (go to 21)

WOULD YOU EVER TRY MARIJUANA IF YOU HAD AN
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OPPORTUIITY? MWOULD YOU LIXF T ™ay IT?
‘es (go to 27 and then ston)
no (go to 23)

23. VHY nOT?

__illegal

_—._Social pressures-pro (snecify type)

___social pressures-zon (specify tyne)
psychological pain
psychelogical gratification
pnysical gratification
physical pain

___addiction

___othing happens

___Other (specify)

25. WIAT THINGS, EOPLE, OR EXPERIENCES !iADE YOU
DECIDE NOT TO TRY ARIJUANA?

Parents movies ' friends

teacher VvV using mari-

minister ___radio juana

doctor music Siblings

policeman ~_ pamphlets other peer

school (specify)  newspaper other adult

. books other (snecify)

2¢. WHAT VAS IT ABQUT (snecify source) THAT

KEPT YOU FPROM TRYING -TARIJUANA? (Repeat for each
of the responses in 25 and check following)
__illegal i
social pressures-pro (specify tyne)
___Ssocial pressures-con (specify tvne)
psychological gratification
psychological pain
physical gratification
physical pain
___1ddiction
___nothing hapnens
__other (specify)

END OF Ii{TERVIEW

27. WHAT THIWNGS, PEOPLE, YR EXPERIENCES LED YOU TO
DECIDE TO TRY :IARIJUANA?

parents ___movies __friends

teacher __ v ___using mari-
__minister ___radio juana
—__doctor ___music __siblings
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3.

31.

policemnarn
scrool (specifv)

vamohlietn otaer

nevsnaper othex

Looks othor

HOY WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR EXPESRISNCE USING

:IARIJUMNA?

pe2r
aduals

rsnec: fy)

physical gratification

physical pain

pPsyciiological gratification

psychological pain

nothing hapnens
other (specify)

WIOULD YOU TRY [ARIJUANA AGAIN IF YOU HAD A CiANCE?

yes (go to 30)
no (go to 31)
X (go to 30)

WIAT TEINGS TJOULD LEAD YOU TC TRY IT ACAIN?

(If yes to 2%, o to 32)

illegal

social pressures-nro (specify tyne)
social pressures-con (specify tyne)

psychological gratification

psychological pain
__addiction
____nothing hapnens
__other (specify)

WHAT THINGS WOULD LEAD YOU WOT TO TRY IT AGAIN?

__illegal

—__Social pressures-pro (specify tyne)
gocial pressures-con (specify type)

psychological gratification

psychological pain
__~Adiction

nothing happens
__other (specify)

OF INTERVIEY

DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU USE MARIJUANA OM A REGULAD

BASIS?

ves (END OF INTERVIEW)

no (go to 33)
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33. VOULD YOU USE “ARIJUAXA 04 A NEGULAR BASIS IN GG

HAD TIE OPPORTURIITY?
ves (END OF INTERVIEW)
no (go to 34)

WHY VOULD YOU NOT USE :ARIJUANA OHN A REGULAF
BASIS?
___illegal
rocial pressures- ro (specify tyne)
___social pressures-con (specify type)
psychological gratif1cat1on
___psychological pain
nhysical gratification
physical pain
addiction
___nothing happens

other (specify)

EffD OF INTERVIEW
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